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Abstract 

The paper aims to enhance the understanding of the behavior of international tourists; this study (1) 
determines if cultural differences exist between Portuguese, Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian college 
students; (2) if these students differ in their travel preferences; (3) examines if horizontal/vertical 
individualism correlates with the students' travel preferences. A psychographic approach based on value 
orientations was used to understand the relationship between travel preferences and the students' cultural 
tendencies to horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism. The results showed that Portuguese, 
Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian students have similar cultural dimensions at the societal level but 
differ at the individual cultural level. Although their tourist preferences differ fundamentally, no 
significant evidence of a relationship between the cultural tendencies and the tourist behavior of the 
measured samples of students has been found. The paper uses a combination of known and proven 
methods to obtain and process primary data. The findings provide new insights that can enhance the 
current knowledge of tourism research and marketing. The paper's results imply the need to revise the 
current understanding of differences in cultural tendencies on tourist behavior. However, it is necessary to 
consider some limitations arising from the sample selection and cultural tendencies measurement 
methods. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As with most customer service businesses, almost all travel destinations have to perceive and 

reflect the needs and desires of tourists. Understanding travelers' behavior is crucial for 

developing a strategy and service delivery. The presence of a large number and variety of 

travel destinations coupled with the expected market changes in the post-covid era reinforces 

the need to understand travelers' tourist behavior. 
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As part of the tourism business, South American tourists, or same language speaking 

tourists, are often perceived as one homogeneous segment (e.g., Ezeuduji et al., 2016; Kruger  

& Snyman, 2017; Park et al., 2008). However, South American, as well as the same language 

speaking countries may have different cultural backgrounds, which in turn affect the 

personality traits of their citizens to a certain extent (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). In 

addition, in the case of countries that show similar cultural tendencies, there may be 

differences between the cultural tendencies of society on the one hand and the individual on 

the other (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). A separate problem is a difference in verticality and 

horizontality in cultural tendencies in the case of individualistic and collectivist countries 

(Sakakida et al., 2004). 

Therefore, this study aims to expand the knowledge base of college students’ travel 

preferences by analyzing their value orientation. Brazilian, Colombian, Mexican, and 

Portuguese college students' travel preferences were measured in this study and compared 

with their value orientations. Subsequently, the significance of the influence of value 

orientations on the form of tourist behavior is determined. It can be assumed that this 

approach analysis will provide a better understanding of cross-cultural tourist preferences. 

The present study (1) determines if cultural differences exist between Brazilian, 

Colombian, Mexican, and Portuguese college students; (2) if the college students from these 

countries differ in their travel preferences; (3) examines if horizontal/vertical individualism, 

respectively collectivism, correlates with the students’ travel preferences. 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND  

Tourism is considered "a global marketplace where destinations market to and host visitors 

from different national cultures" (Huang & Crotts, 2018). However, what remains unclear is 

the extent to which national cultural differences should be considered when reaching and 

serving these markets. At one end of the spectrum of opinions is the idea of a "global 

consumer" who shares common behavior, including a set of values and preferences (e.g., 

Coles et al., 2004; Dann, 1993; Dwyer, 2004). It is mostly believed that this is due to 

acculturation – the process by which individuals learn and accept the norms and values of a 

culture different from the one in which they grew up (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007; Yu et al., 

2021). As a result, global consumer segments arise while associating similar meanings with 

certain places, people, and things (Alden et al., 1999). Such tourists are considered less 

affected by cultural, social, and other factors during their consumer behavior (Keillor et al., 

2001). 
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On the other hand, it is believed that human nature is much more complex (de Mooij & 

Beniflah, 2017). Therefore, the idea of a global consumer emerged from a narrow focus of the 

original North American studies rather than from a correct understanding of consumer 

divergences (Goodwin et al., 2020). Although international tourists may show similarities in 

the choice of destinations when using the selected destinations, they are influenced by 

preferences partly based on their common social or cultural values (McKercher & Du Cros, 

2003; Macleod, 2006; Torres et al., 2014).1 The need to recognize the behavior of tourists 

from heterogeneous cultures, their preferences, and choices then becomes an important issue 

for the success of an international destination (Soldatenko & Backer, 2019). 

Hearing these calls, cultural influences on travel behavior began to be investigated by 

many researchers (Özdemir & Yolal, 2017; Litvin et al., 2004; Reisinger & Turner, 1997; 

etc.). These researchers mostly used knowledge from the field of cross-cultural research. 

Although the inceptions of cross-cultural research can be traced back to the 19th century, its 

contemporary form did not begin until the mid-1960s (Lonner, 2000). To this day, the best-

known and most used framework for measuring national cultural differences is based on five 

dimensions of culture presented by Hofstede (2001). Although his research was originally 

created to measuring workplace values, it has been applied to many academic disciplines in 

hundreds of studies (Pizam & Fleischer, 2005). It's necessary to remember that this is not the 

only concept. There is a wide range of other models for measuring national cultural 

differences (e.g., Bond, 1988; Trompenaars, 1993; Stewart, 1971; etc.). The latest version of 

Hofstede’s framework is based on a cross-cultural research study of IBM employees from 40 

countries. Five, respectively, six dimensions distinguishing people from various national 

cultures were derived from the research (Huang & Crotts, 2018). These dimensions are Power 

Distance (PDI), Individualism (IDV), Masculinity (MAS), Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI), 

Long-term orientation (LTO), and Indulgence (IND) (Hofstede et al., 2005; Hofstede Insights, 

n.d.). 

It could be argued that differences among national cultures cannot be easily understood 

and the consequences of these cannot be considered without considering all the dimensions. 

As Pizam and Fleischer (2008) claim, based on their extensive research, not all constructs 

directly influence every behavior and often become latent depending upon the situation. In 

this sense, the different levels of national cultures would be specifically reflected in tourist 

behavior. For example, people from high UAI cultures (Hofstede et al., 2005) would prefer to 

participate in safe tourist activities that are well-planned and organized (Pizam & Fleischer, 

2008). This will also be very similar in the collectivist, respectively individualistic, cultural 

orientation of travelers. For instance, according to Kim and Lee (2000), representatives of 
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high IDV cultures are more likely to seek newness when traveling, while those from 

collectivist (low IDW) cultures are instead to travel to be with family (Kim & Lee, 2000). 

Moreover, consumers from a collectivistic culture background also tend to avoid uncertainty 

(Hofstede, 2001). 

When using the results of the analysis of collectivism and individualism of the studied 

cultures, the greatest danger is a uniform view of the representatives of the given culture. 

McSweeney (2002) stated that usage of an "average" score of culture dimensions across a 

whole population tends to produce inaccurate, narrow, and arbitrary results (McSweeney, 

2002). In this regard, applying an "average culture" in tourism research may be unreliable or 

even invalid (Ahn & McKercher, 2018). However, this does not mean that the given cultural 

tendencies cannot be identified on an individual level (Triandis, 1995). The condition is to use 

an appropriate tool for measuring. Although Hofstede's framework is not employable on the 

individual levels, the other tools may be (Ahn & McKercher, 2018). 

There is also a tendency to perceive individualism and collectivism in clear dichotomies 

(Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). In that sense, then the representatives of cultures with a similar 

degree of collectivism/individualism should have similar traits. However, according to 

Triandis (1995), collectivism and individualism are polythetic constructs, and therefore can be 

defined by four attributes. Different species of these constructs can also be defined by 

additional attributes (Triandis, 1995). Singelis et al. (1995) defined that vertical collectivism 

(VC) involves perceiving oneself as constituent part of a collective, where the individual 

respects inequalities within the collective. On the contrary, horizontal collectivism (HC) also 

includes considering the self as part of the collective, whereas an individual perceives and 

wants to perceive others as equal. In the case of vertical individualism (VI), one is perceived 

as an autonomous unit, which at the same time accepts existing inequalities between people. 

Horizontal individualism (HI), conversely, describes a given autonomous individual as 

focused on equality (Darwish & Huber, 2003). Simply put, the value of a horizontal cultural 

difference can be defined as valuing equality, while the second value, the vertical cultural 

difference, emphasizes hierarchy (Shavitt et al., 2011). 

When this concept has been applied over the last 30 years, it has found widespread use in 

many research fields, including consumer psychology and marketing science (Sivadas et al., 

2008). Integrating the cultural dimensions into tourism behavior research can contribute 

hugely to practitioners when creating future marketing strategies (Han et al., 2017). Together 

with personal background and social, political, and economic factors, the cultural dimensions 

of individualism/collectivism can help understand the tourist behavior of travelers from 

different cultures (Sakakida et al., 2004; Meng, 2010). Adding another dimension of 
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horizontality/verticality into this concept may increase the accuracy of the measurement of 

cultural differences. 

Cultural dimensions such as HI (Horizontal Individualism), VC (Vertical Collectivism), 

HC (Horizontal Collectivism), and VI (Vertical Individualism) have been found to impact 

various aspects of tourist behavior. Studies have shown that these dimensions influence 

destination choices, travel motivations, travel behavior patterns, satisfaction levels, and 

behavioral intentions of tourists (Huang & Crotts, 2018; Woodsideet al., 2011; Li et al., 

2011). For instance, individualism-collectivism has been found to significantly affect tourists' 

preferences for activities, social interactions, and overall travel experiences (Kim & Lee, 

2000). Moreover, cultural orientations have been shown to influence decision-making 

processes, including destination selection, accommodation choices, and information source 

utilization during trip planning (Li et al., 2011). 

Within the tourism market, the concept of individualism/collectivism (IDV/COL) is best 

used to measure tourism behavior differences between Asian and Western countries since the 

differences in IDV/COL level are considered to be the greatest (Turner, 2003). On average, 

Asian cultures are considered more collectivistic, while Western cultures are mostly 

individualistic (Goncalo & Staw, 2006). However, based on Hofstede's (2016) results, even 

some "Western" countries in Europe are more collectivistic. Although they may share a 

common language, some countries from different continents with different historical 

backgrounds or social, political, and economic factors can have very similar IDV/COL 

dimensions. This is precisely the case in countries such as Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, and 

Portugal, which, according to Hofstede (2016), have almost identical IDV/COL levels 

(alphabetically by country): 38, 13, 30, 27. 

According to IDV/COL levels, tourists from Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, and Portugal, 

except for their countries' socio-geographical differences, should be treated as one consumer 

group with relatively similar travel preferences. Based on these assumptions, and following 

the above theoretical knowledge, the following research assumptions were determined: 

H1: There is a statistically significant difference between the cultural tendencies of Brazilian, 

Colombian, Mexican, and Portuguese college students. 

H2: There is a statistically significant difference between the travel preferences of Brazilian, 

Colombian, Mexican, and Portuguese college students. 

H3: There is a correlation between the cultural tendencies and travel preferences of Brazilian, 

Colombian, Mexican, and Portuguese college students. 
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METHODS 

A survey was conducted using a convenient sample of Portuguese, Brazilian, Mexican, and 

Colombian students. Students from each country were always from one college and were 

majoring in Business Economics. College students are often used in cross-cultural studies 

because they are considered to have comparable demographic characteristics (Van de Vijver 

& Leung, 1997; Flere & Lavrič, 2008) and are considered as an easily reachable homogenous 

group for the survey (Murray et al., 2013). Although the mass use of college students in 

surveys raises questions about the sample relevancy (Bello et al., 2009), this was not an issue 

for this research since the aim was to measure students' behavior as a primary group. Also, 

when applying general good practice into the research, the results, which emerged using the 

sample consisted of college students, could be generalized (Ashraf & Merunka, 2017). 

A total of 640 questionnaires were distributed, with 555 included for analysis. 

Questionnaires were distributed by collaborating colleagues at respective universities to the 

entire class during teaching sessions. Completion was voluntary, which resulted in a portion 

of the questionnaires being returned either partially filled or left unfilled. These incomplete 

questionnaires were subsequently excluded from the subsequent data analysis. As a result, a 

variable response rate was observed, with 133 respondents from Portugal, 146 from Brazil, 

150 from Mexico, and 126 from Colombia completing the questionnaires. 

The questionnaire was first written in English and then translated into Spanish and 

Portuguese taking into consideration local language differences. The translation correctness 

was then verified using the back-translation method (Werner & Campbell, 1970).  

To measure the students' cultural tendencies and travel preferences, a questionnaire based 

on Sakakida et al. (2004) was reconstructed. This was a combination of two separate 

questionnaire tools when measuring cultural differences between American and Japanese 

students — tourists. The instrument for measuring the cultural tendencies of HI, VI, HC, and 

VC was developed by Triandis and Gelfand (1998). This is a frequently used instrument 

consisting of 16 scenarios, where each situation has four possible solutions. The interviewee 

then selects the two answers most relevant to them, ranking them hierarchically according to 

his/her accord with the answer. Each of the answers represents one of the four basic cultural 

tendencies. As a result, there is a less biased view of the respondent’s individualistic or 

collectivist tendencies, as could be the case with the answers recorded on the Likert scale 

(Triandis et al., 1998). 

The second part of the questionnaire, which examines students' travel preferences, was 

based on Plog's classic psychographic model (Plog, 1974). The original model was designed 
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to explain psychographic characteristic influence over the destination using the bipolar 

continuum of personality types – allocentric/psychocentric. For this purpose, eight travel 

preferences are examined based on the attributes of allocentric and psychocentric travel 

preferences suggested within Plog's theoretical model (1974, 1991). The items are measured 

on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with 1 representing "not at all desirable" and 7 representing 

"extremely desirable." On this basis, the continuum can be divided into five segments: a) 

allocentric, b) near-allocentric, c) mid-centric, d) near-psychocentric, and e) psychocentric 

(Park et al., 2010). Although there has also been a critique of the tool (Smith, 1990) in terms 

of using the model to measure the student population, the model is functional and has the 

additional potential for further use (Griffith & Albanese, 1996). A relatively large number of 

authors have studied Plog’s model over the years, so sufficient situations are described in 

which the model is effective and when it less so. In general, it can be said that the model does 

not take into account the motivations, activities, and mode of transport of the traveler (Litvin 

and Smith, 2016). On the other hand, in cases where the goal is to measure personality 

predictors of tourist behavior, the model is irreplaceable (e.g., Griffith & Albanese, 1996; 

Litvin & Smith, 2016; Cruz-Milan, 2017; Merritt et al., 2018). 

By combining the mentioned tools, a questionnaire with 27 questions was created. Of 

these, three questions asked the age and gender of the respondents, as well as their college. 

Questionnaires were distributed in printed form and were filled out during the class in the 

teacher's presence. Participants were treated in accordance with the ethical guidelines set out 

by the American Psychological Association (2009). 

 

RESULTS 

A total of 555 Portuguese, Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian students participated in the 

study. On average, the sample included almost the same proportion of females (n = 287; 52%) 

and males (n = 268; 48%) with ages ranging from 17 to 29 (M = 20.00, SD = 1.75). However, 

there were more significant gender differences in the samples from individual countries, as 

described below. The Portuguese sample consisted of 133 students (81 females, 61% and 52 

males, 39 %) with ages ranging from 18 to 26 (M = 20, SD = 1.92). The Brazilian sample 

consisted of 146 students (73 females, 50% and 73 males, 50%) with ages ranging from 18 to 

29 (M = 21, SD = 1.86). The Mexican sample consisted of 150 students (50 females, 33% and 

67 males, 67%) with ages ranging from 17 to 27 (M = 20, SD = 1.69). The Colombian sample 

consisted of 126 students (83 females, 66% and 43 males, 34%) with ages ranging from 18 to 

29 (M = 20, SD = 1.38). 
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The Culture Orientation Scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) was employed to measure 

horizontal and vertical orientation, as well as individualism and collectivism. At the 

international level, the cultures of the studied countries are described as collectivist (e.g., 

Hofstede, 2001) although it is possible to describe the culture as individualistic at the 

individual level. The specific results of the degree of individualism for students from each 

country were as follows (ordered by the highest value): Colombian 69%, Mexican 65%, 

Portuguese 61%, and Brazilian 51%. The individual level of collectivism and individualism is 

thus significantly different from the collective level, according to Hofstede (2016) when 

p=0.002. 

Tab. 1 shows the mean scores of the Portuguese, Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian 

students in HI, VI, HC, and VC. As the results show, the highest values were measured for 

Horizontal Individualism for all the countries, while the lowest values are for Vertical 

Collectivism. An ANOVA (Single Factor) test was performed to determine if there are 

statistically significant differences in the results of individual countries. As the results show, 

the fundamental differences were measured in the level of Horizontal Individualism and 

Collectivism (for both p = 0.00; where α = 0.05). On the contrary, in Vertical Collectivism, 

the results of individual countries were almost identical (p = 0.77). 

 

Table 1 The mean scores of the Portuguese, Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian students in 
HI, VI, HC, and VC 

CULTURAL 
TENDENCIES 

SAMPLE N MEAN SD 
ANOVA 

F 
ANOVA 

F crit 
p Value* 

HI 
 

Portuguese 133 6.39 1.93 
15.88 

 
2.62 

 
0.00 

 
Brazilian 146 5.72 1.97 
Mexican 156 6.88 2.10 
Colombian 128 7.27 1.83 

VI 
 

Portuguese 133 3.32 1.60 
2.36 

 
2.62 

 
0.07 

 
Brazilian 146 3.27 1.61 
Mexican 156 3.59 1.62 
Colombian 128 3.71 1.57 

HC 
 

Portuguese 133 4.32 1.64 
38.92 

 
2.62 

 
0.00 

 
Brazilian 146 4.95 1.62 
Mexican 156 3.27 1.69 
Colombian 128 3.15 1.59 

VC 

Portuguese 133 1.84 1.34 

0.38 2.62 0.77 
Brazilian 146 1.99 1.36 
Mexican 156 1.95 1.20 
Colombian 128 1.87 1.25 

NOTE: HI = Horizontal Individualism; HC = Horizontal Collectivism; VI = Vertical Individualism; VC = 
Vertical Collectivism. The data were based on the first choices of the participants.  
* p is significant at the .05 level 
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To determine the significance of individual differences in HI and HC values between the 

countries, the Tukey-Kramer Post Hoc Test after One-Way ANOVA was conducted. As 

shown in Tab. 2, only students from Mexico and Colombia did not show significant 

differences in Horizontal Collectivism. In addition, the students from Mexico and Portugal 

did not show any differences in Horizontal Individualism. However, significant differences 

were measured in the HI and HC levels between students from other countries.  

 

Table 2 The significance of individual differences in HI and HC values between the countries 

Compared 
Pairs of 

Countries 

Brazil – 
Portugal 

Mexico – 
Portugal 

Portugal – 
Colombia 

Brazil – 
Colombia 

Mexico – 
Brazil 

Mexico – 
Colombia 

C
ul

tu
ra

l t
en

de
nc

ie
s HC 4.51 7.63 8.11 12.74 12.47 0.82 

HI 4.01 2.94 5.06 9.13 7.15 2.31 

VI 0.36 2.00 2.77 3.18 2.42 0.87 

VC 1.31 1.02 0.27 1.02 0.31 0.73 

Critical Values of Studentized Range Distribution(q) for Familywise ALPHA = .05; df=3.68. 

The student’s travel preferences were measured using Plog’s (1974) 

(allocentrism/psychocentrism) model. Tab. 3 shows the mean scores of the 

allocentric/psychocentric preferences of the four samples. The respondents from all four 

countries significantly favored allocentric types of travel (p = 0.00) more than psychocentric 

types. However, between the individual situations of Plog’s 8-point scenario, the respondents’ 

answers from individual countries fundamentally differed. As can be seen in the results of the 

ANOVA test shown in Tab. 3, apart from two situations (“Travel to adventurous destination” 

and “Package tour when I travel”), the behavior declared by tourist students was 

fundamentally different across the countries. 
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Table 3 The mean scores of the allocentric/psychocentric preferences of the samples 

  
Travel preferences 

Brazil 
Portugal 

Mexico 
Portugal 

Portugal 
Colombia 

Brazil 
Colombia 

Mexico 
Brazil 

Mexico 
Colombia 

A
ll

oc
en

tr
ic

 

Travel with a small 
number of people 

3.13 0.18 4.34 7.52 3.05 4.64 

Travel to 
adventurous 
destination 

3.08 4.69 3.3 0.33 1.63 1.24 

Travel to different 
destinations for 
each trip 

5.23 5.15 5.56 0.52 0.12 0.63 

Individually 
arranged travel 

4.68 7.89 0.17 4.47 3.24 7.64 

Ps
yc

ho
ce

nt
ri

c 

Travel to popular 
destinations 

0.98 4.77 6.62 5.8 3.87 2.1 

Package tour when 
I travel 

0.87 4.47 2.8 2.01 3.68 1.53 

Travel with a large 
number of people 

7.91 4.32 8.35 0.71 3.73 4.32 

Visit the same 
destinations 

2.22 4.35 3.57 1.46 2.17 0.62 

Critical Values of Studentized Range Distribution(q) for Familywise ALPHA = .05; df=3.68. 
 

Considering the individual countries, the biggest differences were between Mexican and 

Portuguese students, students from Colombia and Portugal, and Portugal and Brazil. On the 

contrary, the smallest differences in tourist behavior were then measured in students from 

Brazil and Mexico. In the case of individual tourist behavior situations, the biggest differences 

were measured in the questions concerning "Travel with a large number of people" and 

“Individually arranged travel”. Considerable differences were also measured for questions 

related to "Travel to popular destinations" and "Travel with a small number of people". 

Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to investigate the relationships between the four 

cultural attributes (HI, VI, HC, and VC) and each of the eight travel preferences (Tab. 4). 

Since the critical value of r was calculated as 0.15 (1-tailed; α = 0.05), the correlations found 

are relatively weak. However, several significant connections between travel preferences and 

cultural tendencies were found. Interestingly, there was no significant correlation between any 

cultural tendency and any travel preference for the Portuguese student sample. For student 

samples from other countries, at least one relatively significant relationship between the 

cultural tendency and allocentric or psychocentric travel preference was found. The 

significance of these relationships will be discussed in the next part of the text. 
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Table 4 Correlation Coefficients of the Relationships Between Cultural Tendencies and 
Travel Preferences of Portugal, Brazilian, Mexican, and Colombian Students. 

Cultural Tendency 
HI HC VI VC 

Travel preference 

Travel with a small number of people 
Portuguese 0.06 0.06 -0.03 -0.14 
Brazilian 0.04 -0.02 -0.11 0.07 
Mexican 0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.05 
Colombian -0.22 0.13 -0.07 0.17 

Travel to adventurous destination 
Portuguese 0.12 0.02 -0.06 -0.09 
Brazilian 0.05 0.12 -0.17 -0.16 
Mexican -0.04 0.10 -0.11 -0.08 
Colombian -0.07 -0.16 0.10 0.18 

Travel to different destinations for each trip 
Portuguese 0.12 0.00 -0.12 0.03 
Brazilian 0.09 -0.17 -0.07 -0.09 
Mexican -0.01 0.16 -0.19 -0.03 
Colombian -0.06 -0.04 0.09 0.00 

Individually arranged travel 
Portuguese 0.03 0.02 -0.08 0.03 
Brazilian -0.22 0.11 0.04 0.00 
Mexican -0.01 0.08 0.03 -0.02 
Colombian -0.10 0.15 -0.03 -0.05 

Travel to popular destinations 
Portuguese 0.14 -0.08 -0.08 0.08 
Brazilian -0.01 0.07 0.03 -0.06 
Mexican 0.07 0.04 0.06 -0.17 
Colombian 0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.05 

Package tour when I travel 
Portuguese 0.07 -0.09 0.00 0.09 
Brazilian 0.03 -0.10 -0.04 0.16 
Mexican 0.11 0.02 -0.04 -0.09 
Colombian -0.15 0.08 0.07 -0.01 

Travel with a large number of people 
Portuguese 0.03 -0.08 0.03 0.07 
Brazilian 0.14 -0.16 -0.07 0.09 
Mexican -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 0.04 
Colombian 0.01 -0.02 0.08 -0.09 

Visit the same destinations 
Portuguese -0.01 -0.01 0.03 -0.03 
Brazilian 0.02 0.12 -0.07 0.02 
Mexican -0.06 -0.05 0.22 -0.06 
Colombian 0.06 -0.08 0.05 -0.02 
Correlation is significant at the 0.14 level (1-tailed); α = 0.05. 
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DISCUSSION 

The presented research results helped to answer the set hypotheses and also brought some 

new challenges. The point is that the results do not correspond to any some extent to the 

current level of knowledge and will need to be further investigated. The individual findings 

will be discussed below. 

The first hypothesis (H1), which claims that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the cultural tendencies of Brazilian, Colombian, Mexican, and Portuguese college 

students, was tested on the null hypothesis. First, the ANOVA test showed significant 

differences in cultural tendencies only in Horizontal Collectivism and Horizontal 

Individualism. Further testing with the Tukey-Kramer test showed that these differences occur 

between students from all countries, except for samples of students from Mexico and 

Colombia. The established hypothesis (H1) can thus be only partially confirmed, although the 

differences found are relatively significant. 

Although hypothesis H1 cannot be fully verified, the findings support the significance of 

the Triandis model (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998), which, unlike the 6D model of Hofstede 

(2001), considers the horizontality and verticality of cultural dimensions. At the societal level, 

Hofstede's 6D model shows that the chosen countries are almost equal, both in terms of the 

collectivism dimension and the Power Distance Index dimension (t-Test, p = 0.66). These two 

categories are similar to the horizontal and vertical cultural models (Triandis & Gelfand, 

1998). Our results show that at the individual level, the level of horizontality, except for 

Mexico and Colombia, varies considerably between all other countries. As the results also 

showed a significant difference between the results of the cultural dimensions at the societal 

and individual levels, further research should be made to provide data from cross-

measurement on individual and societal levels. 

Whereas in the case of cultural tendencies, the differences were measured only at the level 

of horizontalism, in the case of travel preferences, there were significant differences between 

all the countries examined. It was thus possible to reject the null hypothesis for the second 

established hypothesis (H2), as travel preferences differed significantly in all countries. The 

differences were observed at the dimensions of allocentrism and psychocentrism, as well as in 

the individual tourist situations. Hypothesis H2 was thus fully verified. 

It is also important to mention that measuring travel preferences according to Plog’s model 

(1974) showed a slight preference for allocentric dimensions in all the countries studied. If a 

universal tourist were to be defined according to the results of the three most frequently 
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preferred travel situations for measured samples of students from all countries, then such a 

tourist would prefer the following situations (sorted by frequency from the highest): “Travel 

to different destinations for each trip,” “Travel to adventurous destination,” and “Travel with 

a small number of people.” 

These findings are consistent with the assumptions of Sakakida et al. (2004), who argue 

that horizontal individualists are less likely to have psychocentric travel preferences. 

Similarly, vertical collectivism had a negative relationship with allocentric travel preferences 

(Sakakida et al., 2004). Given that the measured results showed the predominance of 

horizontal individualism in all samples of students from the studied countries, our findings 

are in line with the existing theory (e.g., Triandis & Gelfand, 1998; Mehmetoglu, 2004; 

Pizam & Sussmann, 1995; Pizam & Fleischer, 2005; Sakakida et al., 2004; etc.). 

As mentioned above, when using Pearson's correlation coefficient, it was found that there 

are relatively significant relationships between the individual travel preferences of the 

examined student samples and their cultural tendencies. In this sense, using the null 

hypothesis, the third hypothesis (H3) can be considered to be fully verified. However, there 

are at least two limitations that appear to have a significant effect on the results of the 

performed correlation analysis. First, the critical value of r was calculated as 0.15 (1-tailed; α 

= 0.05), so the correlations between individuals' cultural tendencies and their travel 

preferences were relatively weak, ranging from 0.16 to 0.22. Moreover, in some cases, e.g., 

for a sample of students from Brazil and Colombia, even a negative correlation was measured 

in the relationships where, according to the above-mentioned theoretical sources, there should 

be a strong positive correlation (Horizontal Individualism and "Travel with a small number of 

people," and "Individually arranged travel"). 

At this point, the article differs from most of the results of similar, previously published 

studies. In the case of the examined student samples, it was impossible to prove a significant 

connection between cultural tendencies and travel preferences. However, this may not be 

surprising, as some authors have previously pointed out that many other factors influence the 

individual behavior of tourists from different countries, such as varied ethnicities, social 

classes, ways of life, and other forms of behavior (McCleary et al., 2007; Ouellet, 2007). 

Also, in their study, Sakakida et al. (2004) aimed at understanding the relationship between 

travel preferences and students’ cultural tendencies to horizontal and vertical individualism 

and collectivism, found only relatively weak correlations. 

Finally, our survey results found even stronger correlations in the case of the relationship 

between the language spoken by students from selected samples and their travel preferences 
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(correlation ranging from 0.11 to 0.21; r crit (2-tailed) = 0.0832). Similar results were also 

found for the relationship between gender and some forms of travel preferences. These 

findings may lead to a relatively strong claim that cultural tendencies do not directly affect the 

shape of individual tourist preferences. However, this statement could be significantly 

affected by the research limits that need to be mentioned. At least these limits were 

significant: a) Only student samples from four culturally similar countries were chosen for 

comparison; b) samples were collected in the capitals of the countries and within only one 

college per city; c) the age of the samples was limited by ranging from 17 to 29 years old; d) a 

questionnaire containing the minimum possible number of survey questions was used to 

determine students' cultural tendencies. 

Despite the above-mentioned limitations, our findings challenge the importance of the 

influence of cultural tendencies on the tourist behavior of individuals. Also, the findings have 

practical implications for tourism businesses and destination managers. Despite weak 

correlations between cultural tendencies and travel preferences, significant preference 

differences were observed among the student samples from Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, and 

Portugal. Tourism businesses and destination managers can utilize this information to tailor 

their offerings and marketing strategies to cater to the specific preferences of these student 

segments. Emphasizing unique and immersive experiences, community engagement, and 

cultural interactions can attract and satisfy students with allocentric preferences. 

Acknowledging the dominance of horizontal individualism suggests a preference for 

personalized and customizable travel experiences. Considering the cultural differences among 

the student samples, businesses can develop culturally relevant products and communication 

strategies. While these implications should be approached with caution due to study 

limitations, they serve as a starting point for businesses to understand and cater to the 

preferences of these student segments, enhancing their competitiveness and appeal. 

Further research is needed to explore the specific correlations that emerged between 

horizontal/vertical individualism/collectivism and travel preferences among college students. 

This would allow for a deeper understanding of the reasons behind the contradictions with 

theoretical expectations. Additionally, investigating the influence of socio-demographic 

characteristics, personal preferences, and other cultural dimensions beyond 

individualism/collectivism would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the 

complexities involved in the relationship between cultural tendencies and tourist behavior. 

Expanding the research scope would contribute to a more comprehensive exploration of the 
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intricate interplay between culture and travel preferences among college students, addressing 

the current study's limitations and advancing our theoretical understanding in the field. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This paper aimed to determine if cultural differences exist between Brazilian, Colombian, 

Mexican, and Portuguese college students; if and how they are similar to the general cultural 

dimensions according to Geert Hofstede; if the college students from these countries differ in 

their travel preferences; examines if horizontal/vertical individualism, respectively 

collectivism, correlates with the students' travel preferences. 

As our findings showed, there are significant differences in Horizontal 

Individualism/Collectivism and Vertical Individualism/Verticalism of the chosen samples of 

students from the chosen countries on the individual level. Although at the societal level, 

these are countries with a collectivist culture with a high Power Distance Index (Hofstede, 

2001), at the individual level, horizontal individualism prevails among students from the 

given countries. However, our results proved that the student samples from chosen countries 

significantly differ only in the horizontality of their cultural tendencies. On the other hand, 

student samples showed significant differences in almost all cases of travel preferences. At 

the same time, allocentric preferences slightly prevailed over psychocentric ones in the given 

samples. These findings are in line with the current level of knowledge in the field. 

On the other hand, the result failed in the aim to find a clear answer to the question of 

whether horizontal/vertical individualism, respectively collectivism, correlates with the 

students' travel preferences. Certain correlations were found, but all were very weak and, at 

the same time, in some cases contradicted the logic based on the theory. Thus, it can be 

argued that, given the limitations of the research, its results did not show a direct influence of 

cultural tendencies on the tourist behavior of the selected samples of students. 

In light of the findings and the current level of knowledge, the question arises as to the 

significance of cultural differences in determining the tourism preferences of students. Our 

findings support the notion of exploring additional factors that may influence tourists' 

consumer behavior worldwide. At the very least, further research should be conducted to 

validate our findings while avoiding the influence of the above-mentioned limitations. 
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